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P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA. 22313-1450 
Dear Sir: 

In response to the Final Office Action mailed April 9, 2007 (hereinafter "Final 
Action"), Applicants request a review of the Final Rejection in the above-referenced 
application. This request is being filed concurrently with a Notice of Appeal. 

The review is requested for the reasons set forth in the Remarks beginning on page 
2 of this paper. 
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authorized to be charged to our Deposit Account No. 033975 (Ref. No. 042846-0312968). 
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Remarks 

Claims 1-2, 4-6, 8, 12, 14-15, 17-19, 21, 25-27, 29-31, 33, and 37 are pending in this 
application and currently stand rejected. In view of the following comments, allowance of 
all the claims pending in the application is respectfully requested. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Review is requested for the rejection of claims 1-2, 4-6, 8, 12, 14-15, 17-19, 21, 25- 
27, 29-31, 33, and 37 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. Patent No. 5,960,173 to Tang et o/. 
("Tang") [Final Action, pg. 3, 114]. 

Independent claims 1, 14, and 26 each recite, inter alia, the features of: 



...enabling one or more users to declare, and associate 
information with, one or more topics, wherein associated 
information for a declared topic comprises at least one of a 
topic description, or one or more keywords relating to the 
topic; 



In the Final Action, the Examiner alleges that Tang discloses the claimed invention 
with the exception of associated information (for a declared topic) comprising at least one 
of a topic description or one or more keywords relating to the topic [Final Action, pg. 5]. 
The Examiner alleges that it would have been obvious to modify Tang to overcome this 
admitted deficiency, apparently because Tang teaches using matching criteria (e.g., same 
application type or name) to compare received status messages to stored status messages. 
To support this allegation, the Examiner relies upon column 14, lines 5-25 of Tang. 

First, the Examiner concedes that Tang does not disclose the claimed aspects where 
the associated information for a declared topic includes at least one of a topic description 
or one or more keywords relating to the topic. Then, the Examiner alleges that Tang's 
matching criteria normally contains keywords or topics, and that it would have been 
obvious to modify Tang's matching criteria to include the claimed aspects of keywords or 
topics. Applicants disagree. 

The cited portion of Tang describes the process by which an encounter server (141) 
receives and compares a status message with a stored status message (147), This 
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comparison is based on application type, application name, or other matching criteria. The 
encounter server (141) then sends position data, included in the status message, to a match 
object (133). This position data is based on criteria including an application that a worker is 
currently using, data the worker is accessing or manipulating, and the tinne at which such 
actions occur. See, column 3, lines 24-30 of Tang. The match object (133) is included in an 
encounter-aware application (131) that resides on a user's computer. The match object 
(133) determines whether the users specified in the status message are. task proximate 
according to the position data. See, column 14, lines 18-25 of Tang. Thus, it would have 
not have been obvious to modify the matching criteria as alleged by the Examiner since the 
determination of task proximity is apparently based on the position data and not the 
matching criteria. 

Regardless, assuming arguendo that Tang could be modified in the manner alleged 
by the Examiner, the rejection would still be improper as Tang (even as improperly 
modified) fails to disclose, teach, or suggest all of the features of independent claims 1, 14, 
and 26. 

A. Tang fails to teach or suggest enabling one or more users to declare, and 
associate information with, one or more topics. 

As noted above, independent claims 1, 14, and 26 each recite, inter alia, the 
features of: 

...enabling one or more users to declare, and associate 
information with, one or more topics, wherein associated 
information for a declared topic comprises at least one of a 
topic description, or one or more keywords relating to the 
topic; 

Tang does not teach or suggest these features. By way of background. Tang appears 
to teach a mechanism that enables workers using their computers to know which other 
workers are "nearby" in terms of the type of work they are doing, such as the data they are 
accessing, the application they are using, and the time when such work was performed 
[Tang, col. 3, lines 24-29]. The mechanism is embodied within a computer network 



400597528_2.DOC 



Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review Customer No.: 00909 

Dated: July 9, 2007 

Applicant: KRAENZELef o/. 
Serial No: 10/091,573 
Filing Date: March 7, 2002 
Page: 4 of 5 

including computers running encounter-aware applications and corresponding encounter 
proxy objects tliat provide a communication mechanism to an networl<ed encounter server 
[Id., col. 13, lines 29-32]. The encounter server maintains a list of the encounter-aware 
applications on the computers within the computer network and receives information 
about each application from its encounter proxy. The server further maintains information 
identifying which application is currently active for the user [Id., col. 13, lines 61-67]. The 
encounter server receives and stores status messages from the encounter proxy objects, 
wherein the status messages identifies at least the application and the user's position 
within the application [Id., col. 14, lines 3-10]. The encounter server receives status 
messages and compares the received message with stored status messages and, based on a 
comparison, determines whether user's are task proximate [Id., col. 14, lines 18-35]. 

From the foregoing, it appears as though Tang does not teach or suggest enabling 
one or more users to declare, and associate information with, one or more topics. 
Moreover, Tang does not appear to rely on any overt actions by a user to find others with 
similar interests, as disclosed and claimed by Applicants. Rather, Tang appears to rely on 
the use of encounter-aware applications and encounter proxy objects to monitor activities 
on a computer and communicate with an encounter server. Based on information received 
and stored on the encounter server, task proximity is determined. 

In the Final Action, at pg. 5, the Examiner relies on col. 14, lines 5-25 of Tang as 
allegedly teaching the foregoing feature. Nothing in the cited passage, however, appears to 
teach or suggest that users affirmatively declare, and associate information with, one or 
more topics. For at least Xh'\s reason, the rejection is improper and should be reversed. 

B. Tang fails to teach or suggest storing declared topics and their associated 
information and determining if the user appears to be interested in a 
declared topic based on the monitored activities and based on the declared 
topic's associated information 

Independent claims 1, 14, and 26 further recite the features of: 
...storing declared topics and their associated information; 
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...determining if the user appears to be interested in a 
declared topic based on the monitored activities and based on 
the declared topic's associated information; 



Tang does not teach or suggest these features. As discussed above, Tang does not 
teach or suggest enabling one or more users to declare, and associate information with, 
one or more topics. Accordingly, Tang necessarily fails to teach the claim features of 
storing declared topics and their associated information, and determining if the user 
appears to be interested in a declared topic based on the monitored activities and based on 
the declared topic's associated information . For at least these reasons, the rejection is 
improper and should be reversed. 



For at least the foregoing reasons, the rejection of independent claims 1, 14, and 26 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Tang is legally improper and should be reversed. Dependent 
claims 2, 4-6, 8, 12, 15, 17-19, 21, 25, 27, 29-31, 33, and 37 are allowable because they each 
depend from an allowable independent claim, as well as for the further features they recite. 
Accordingly, the pending claims are patentable over Tang, and the application is in 
condition for allowance, Notice to that effect is respectfully requested. 

If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the 
number provided. 

Date: Julv 9. 2007 Respectfully submitted. 
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